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desperate fallacy expounded by Mr. Peter Alexander,
to the effect that certain scraps of matter in A SHREW
prove it to have been a corruption of THE SHREW in
its present form, when the only licit inference is that
A SHREW is a curtailment or corruption of an older
play which in full was in the possession of the drafts-
men of THE SHREW. And in embracing the fallacy,
in broad daylight, Professor Wilson has risen to a
height of self-stultification that might almost be
reckoned tragic. On page 122 he writes: " I have
already recorded my agreement with Mr. Alexander's
contention that A SHREW was based upon a memor-
ised reconstruction of Shakespeare's play." On page
123, he writes: " Taken as a whole, A SHREW is so
remote from the play as we know it, that it affords a
very insecure foothold for speculation.3>1
Greater adaptability hath no man than this, that
he mutilates his critical body in order to make a
concordat with the mandarins! For the rest, my
friend achieves a new revelation of the potency of the
spirit of idolatry. THE SHREW, in both forms, is so
un-Shakespearean a play that readers so unlike as
Fleay and Sidgwick repugn it. The versification
even of some of the speeches over which my friend
allows himself to claim pre-eminence for the young
1 On this point, again, Mr. Wilson is scrupulously careful not
to " reply/1 What he is concerned to say is: "all the verse-tests
in the world will never convince me that Katharma's great [1]
speech at the end of V, li, is by anyone but William Shakespeare,"
with the further proclamation that " upon the character of early
Shakespearian verse . , . my own views are, I fear, still to a large
degree unformulated.1* Such are our editorial guides.